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Before:  Murphy, P.J., and Cooper and C. L. Levin*, JJ. 

MEMORANDUM. 

Respondent appeals as of right from the trial court’s order terminating his parental rights 
to the minor children pursuant to MCL 712A.19b(3)(c)(i), (g) and (j).  We affirm. 

Petitioner has the burden of establishing a statutory ground for termination under MCL 
712A.19b(3) by clear and convincing evidence. In re Trejo, 462 Mich 341, 356-357; 612 NW2d 
407 (2000).  If that burden is satisfied, “the court must issue an order terminating parental rights 
unless there exists clear evidence, on the whole record, that termination is not in the child's best 
interests.” Id. at 354; MCL 712A.19b(3)(5).  This Court reviews the trial court’s decision for 
clear error.  In re Trejo, supra at 356. 

* Former Supreme Court justice, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assignment. 
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The trial court did not clearly err in finding that the statutory grounds for termination 
were established by clear and convincing evidence.  Termination was warranted under § 
19b(c)(i) in light of the evidence that respondent was still without suitable housing for the 
children, and did not have a source of income to support them.  Respondent also failed to fully 
engage in services designed to address his substance abuse problem.  Additionally, there was 
evidence that respondent abused and mistreated the children while they were in his care, and then 
failed to participate in services to address this issue.  Accordingly, termination was also 
appropriate under §§ 19b(3)(g) and (j).   

Finally, the evidence failed to show that termination of respondent’s parental rights was 
clearly not in the children’s best interests.  Thus, the trial court did not err in terminating 
respondent’s parental rights to the children.   

Affirmed.   

/s/ William B. Murphy 
/s/ Jessica R. Cooper 
/s/ Charles L. Levin 
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